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Project  Title:  #92.558E,  San  Francisco  County  Jail  #3  Campus  Master  Plan 
(formerly  titled  San  Bruno  Jail  Facility  Master  Plan) 

Project  Sponsor:  San  Francisco  Sheriff’s  Department 

Project  Contact  Person:  Lt.  Michael  La  Vigne,  Capital  Program  Manager 


Project  Address:  1 Moreland  Drive 
Assessor’s  Book,  Block  and  Lot:  017-530-010 

City  and  County:  San  Mateo 


Project  Description:  Master  Plan  proposing  a long-term  development  program  involving  the 
upgrade,  replacement,  expansion  and  re-configuration  of  facilities  and  programs  at  an  existing 
San  Francisco  Sheriff’s  Department  Jail  Facility,  located  on  property  owned  by  San  Francisco  in 
unincorporated  San  Mateo  County  adjoining  the  cities  of  San  Bruno  and  Pacifica,  (see  attached 
Initial  Study  project  description) 


THIS  PROJECT  MAY  HAVE  A SIGNIFICANT  EFFECT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT  AND  AN 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  IS  REQUIRED.  This  determination  is  based  upon  the 
criteria  of  the  Guidelines  of  the  State  Secretary  for  Resources,  Section  15063  (Initial  Study), 
15064  (Determining  Significant  Effect),  and  15065  (Mandatory  Findings  of  Significance),  and  the 
following  reasons,  as  documented  in  the  Environmental  Evaluation  (Initial  Study)  for  the  project, 
which  is  attached. 


Deadline  for  Filing  of  an  Appeal  of  this  Determination  to  the  City  Planning  Commission: 

December  6, 1992. 

An  appeal  requires:  1)  a letter  specifying  the  grounds  for  the  appeal,  and;  2)  a $75.00  filing  fee. 
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SAN  FRANCISCO  COUNTY  JAIL  #3  CAMPUS  MASTER  PLAN 

(formerly  titled  San  Bruno  Jail  Facility  Master  Plan) 

INITIAL  STUDY 


I.  PROJECT  BACKGROUND/DESCRIPTION; 

The  San  Francisco  Sheriff's  Department  has  prepared  a Master  Plan  proposing  a 
long-term,  phased  development  program  for  the  existing  San  Francisco  County 
Jail  #3  Campus  at  San  Bruno  (formerly  titled  San  Bruno  Jail  Facility) . 

Although  located  in  unincorporated  San  Mateo  County  abutting  the  cities  of  San 
Bruno  and  Pacifica,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  owns  the  site  and  has 
operated  a jail  facility  on  the  property  since  the  early  1930 's.  Figure  1 
provides  a map  showing  the  project  site  location.  Construction  of  the 
prominent  building  on  the  site,  Jail  #3,  was  completed  in  1934  and  it  is  the 
oldest  continuously  operating  jail  in  California.  The  existing  Women's 
Facility  was  completed  shortly  thereafter.  In  1988  the  San  Bruno  site 
experienced  its  first  major  expansion  in  50  years  with  the  construction  of 
Jail  #7,  a 300-bed  dormitory  facility. 

The  approximately  145-acre  jail  site  now  contains  three  primary  housing 
structures  (known  as  Jail  #3,  Jail  #7,  and  the  Women's  Facility),  and  a number 
of  smaller  "out-buildings'*  associated  with  facility  services,  agricultural 
activities  and  the  shooting/training  range.  A map  of  existing  facilities  on 
the  site  is  provided  in  Figure  2.  A total  of  approximately  1,100  inmates  are 
currently  housed  in  these  structures,  which  is  about  200  more  than  their 
combined  rated  capacity  of  approximately  900  inmates.  The  Jail  #3  Campus 
facility  generally  houses  sentenced  misdemeanor  prisoners  and  pre-trial 
overflow  prisoners  from  the  Hall  of  Justice  facility  in  San  Francisco. 

The  Master  Plan  was  prepared  by  the  Sheriff's  Department  in  response  to 
Resolution  No.  276-89  of  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors,  and  is  part 
of  a comprehensive  20-year  capital  improvement  plan  to  improve  jail  facilities 
for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  The  Plan  proposes  a long-term 
development  program  that  would  involve  the  replacement,  expansion  and  re- 
configuration of  some  existing  facilities  and  associated  operational 
expansions  at  the  San  Francisco  Sheriff's  Department's  Jail  #3  Campus 
Facility.  If  implemented,  construction  of  the  Plan's  components  would  take 
place  in  stages  over  approximately  a 20-year  period. 

As  defined  in  this  Initial  Study,  the  Plan  is  comprised  of  two  overall  phases. 
Phase  I generally  consists  of  the  replacement  and  upgrading  of  jail  facilities 
to  adequately  provide  for  the  needs  of  the  existing  inmate  population  level  of 
approximately  1,100.  It  includes  the  development  of  new  housing  structures, 
the  demolition  of  existing  Jail  #3,  and  the  expansion  of  other  facilities  on 
the  site  such  as  food  and  laundry  services,  motor  pool  and  warehousing,  and 
the  shooting/training  range  (see -Figure  3,  Site  Plan  - Proposed).  Phase  II  of 
the  Plan  involves  the  long-term  expansion  of  the  facility.  This  phase 
includes  the  construction  of  additional  housing  to  accommodate  an  ultimate 
capacity  of  approximately  2,000  inmates  in  the  year  2010  - an  increase  of 
approximately  900  prisoners  above  the  current  population.  The  exact  location 
and  nature  of  this  housing  has  not  yet  been  determined.  Figure  4 displays  a 
site  plan  of  the  proposed  long-term  development,  locating  housing  facilities 
as  identified  in  the  Master  Plan.  This  longer-term  phase  would  likely  be 
initiated  sometime  after  the  year  2000.  The  Plan  is  designed  to  not  interrupt 
the  continuous  operation  of  the  jail  during  implementation.  For  example, 
replacement  housing  would  be  constructed  prior  to  the  demolition  of  existing 
buildings  so  inmates  could  be  housed  on-site  during  construction  and  then 
relocated  when  construction  has  ended. 
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FIGURE  1.  PROJECT  LOCATION  MAP 


FIGURE  2.  SITE  PLAN  - EXISTING 
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FIGURE  3.  SITE  PLAN  - PROPOSED  PHASE  I 
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FIGURE  4.  SITE  PLAN  - PROPOSED  PHASE  II 


The  physical  components  of  the  proposed  Master  Plan  are  listed  below, 
generally  in  the  proposed  order  of  implementation.  A more  detailed 
description  of  the  various  project  elements  will  be  provided  in  the  EIR. 


PHASE  I - HOUSING  REPLACEMENT  AND  FACILITY  UPGRADE 

o Construction  of  a new  administration  and  services  building 

providing  centralized  mechanical,  electrical  and  communications 
services  (including  a co-generation  system),  administrative 
offices  and  intake/inmate  processing  for  the  Jail  #3  Campus 
facility,  as  well  as  laundry  and  food  storage/preparation  for  this 
and  other  Sheriff's  facilities. 

o Replacement  and  expansion  of  the  motor  pool  and  warehouse 

facilities . 

o Modification  of  existing  roadways,  utilities  and  security  network 

to  permit  the  proposed  long-range  development  of  the  site 
(includes  improved  sewer  facilities,  security  fencing,  water 
distribution,  access  roads  and  parking) . 

o Construction  of  new  low-rise  housing  structures  having  a rated 

capacity  of  approximately  770  inmates. 

o Demolition  of  Jail  #3  when  replacement  housing  units  have  been 
completed. 

o Relocation  and  expansion  of  the  shooting/training  range  and 

associated  facilities  (program  changes  may  include  some  evening 
firearms  training) . 

o Upgrade  and  expansion  of  agricultural  zones  and  associated 

agricultural  programs  and  facilities. 

o Relocation  of  the  Bison  enclosure. 

o Possible  development  of  a secondary  vehicle  access  to  the  facility  via 
Skyline  College  Road  at  the  northwestern  corner  of  the  site.  (The 
Sneath  Lane  access  option  is  no  longer  being  considered  by  the  project 
sponsor. ) 


PHASE  II  - HOUSING  EXPANSION 

o Subsequent  construction  of  additional  housing  pods  to  accommodate 
an  ultimate  total  inmate  capacity  of  approximately  2,000 
prisoners.  The  exact  location  and  design  of  these  housing 
structures  has  not  yet  been  determined,  and  alternate  locations 
within  the  site  may  be  considered.  The  Master  Plan  proposes 
lower-security  farm  and  garden  dormitory  structures  associated 
with  the  facility's  agricultural  programs.  Alternative  locations 
on  the  site  could  include  the  current  location  of  Jail  #3,  which 
is  proposed  for  demolition,  or  some  variant  of  the  farm  and  garden 
locations  identified  in  the  Master  Plan  (see  Figure  4,  Site  Plan  - 
Proposed  Phase  II) . 
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SUMMARY  OF  POTENTIAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 


A.  EFFECTS  FOUND  TO  BE  POTENTIALLY  SIGNIFICANT 

The  San  Francisco  County  Jail  #3  Campus  Master  Plan  is  examined  in  this 
Initial  Study  to  identify  potential  effects  on  the  environment.  In  addition 
to  potential  cumulative  impacts,  the  Initial  Study  identifies  some  project- 
specific  impacts  that  are  potentially  significant.  As  such,  an  EIR  will  be 
required.  The  purpose  of  the  EIR  will  be  to  analyze  these  areas  of  potential 
impact  in  greater  detail  and  recommend  appropriate  mitigation  measures.  The 
following  is  a summary  listing  of  areas  of  impact  that  will  be  analyzed  in  an 
EIR  as  discussed  in  the  attached  checklist  outline: 

Land  use  and  planning  issues  related  to  conformance  and  compatibility 
with  all  applicable  general  plans,  including  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco,  Cities  of  San  Bruno  and  Pacifica,  and  the  County  of  San 
Mateo . 

Visual  quality  issues  such  as  the  views  from  adjacent  public  areas  and 
the  possibility  of  obtrusive  light  or  glare  from  the  facility,  and 
changes  in  the  aesthetic  character  of  the  site. 

Transportation  issues  related  to  the  ability  of  existing  infrastructure 
to  serve  project -generated  traffic,  including  congestion  and  traffic 
safety. 

- Noise  issues,  including  traffic  and  construction  noise  and  the  potential 
for  additional  noise  from  the  expanded  shooting/training  range  to 
disturb  neighboring  residents  and  other  sensitive  local  receptors. 

Air  quality  issues  and  the  potential  for  stationary  source  and  mobile 
source  air  pollutants  to  affect  the  atmosphere  and  the  potential  for 
offensive  odors. 

Public  utilities  and  services,  including  the  ability  of  existing  local 
services  and  utility  providers  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  proposed 
project . 

- Biology  issues,  including  whether  the  project  may  affect  sensitive 
habitats  that  support  rare  or  endangered  species  or  species  of  special 
concern . 

Geology  issues,  including  how  the  project  may  be  affected  by  nearby 
fault  lines  or  soil  conditions. 

Hydrology  issues,  including  how  the  project  may  affect  surface  waters, 
drainage  and  ground  water. 

Energy  issues,  including  the  efficiency  of  proposed  project  energy  use 
and  the  proposed  co-generation  facility. 

Public  safety,  including  the  potential  for  the  proposed  project  to 
expose  the  public  to  hazardous  materials,  and  the  adequacy  of  emergency 
response  services. 

Cultural  resources,  including  whether  the  project  may  affect 
archaeologic  resources  or  historically  significant  architectural 
resources . 


Cumulative  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  combined  with  other  projects 
planned  for  the  area. 


EFFECTS  FOUND  NOT  TO  BE  SIGNIFICANT 


The  following  areas  of  study  were  determined  to  not  be  significantly  affected 
by  the  proposed  project,  or  would  be  mitigated  to  a less-than-signif icant 
level  through  measures  proposed  by  the  project  sponsor.  These  areas  of  study 
are  discussed  in  greater  detail  in  the  following  outline,  and  require  no 
further  analysis  in  the  EIR: 

Land  Use,  item  1(a):  As  a reconfiguration  and  expansion  within  the 

boundaries  of  an  existing  facility,  the  project  could  not  disrupt  or 
divide  the  physical  arrangement  of  an  established  community. 

Population,  item  3(a,b,c);  The  project  would  not  generate  a substantial 
amount  of  new  employment  or  create  a substantial  demand  for  new  housing. 
The  project  would  not  displace  any  existing  residences  or  businesses. 

Air  Quality/Climate,  item  6(d);  The  project  would  not  alter  wind, 
moisture  or  temperature,  add  shadows  substantially  affecting  public 
areas,  or  otherwise  have  the  capability  to  change  the  climate  in  the 
community  or  region. 

Utilities/Public  Services,  item  7(c):  The  project  would  not 

substantially  increase  demand  for  schools,  recreation,  or  other  similar 
public  facilities. 

Water,  item  10(d) : The  project  does  not  include  groundwater  wells  or 

increased  pumping  of  groundwater,  and  therefore  would  not  contribute  to 
any  depletion  of  the  area  groundwater  resources. 

Cultural,  item  13(b):  As  an  expansion  of  an  existing  detention 

facility,  the  project  would  not  conflict  with  established  recreational, 
educational,  religious,  or  scientific  uses  of  the  area. 


Ill  ■ ENVIRONMENTAL  EVALUATION  CHECKLIST  AND  DISCUSSION*1 11 

NOT 

A.  COMPATIBILITY  WITH  EXISTING  ZONING  AND  PLANS  APPLICABLE  DISCUSSED 

1)  Discuss  any  variances,  special  authorizations, 
or  changes  proposed  to  the  City  Planning  Code 

or  Zoning  Map,  if  applicable.  X 

The  project  site  is  parcel  017-530-010  of  the  San  Mateo  County  Assessor's 
Role.  The  parcel  covers  145  acres  and  is  zoned  "Resource  Management"  (RM)  by 
San  Mateo  County.  The  San  Mateo  County  General  Plan  land  use  designation  is 
"Institutional"  and  "Public  Recreation."  While  there  are  no  conflicts  with 
the  existing  zoning  or  land  use  designation  of  the  property,  the  EIR  will 
provide  further  discussion  of  this  issue. 

2)  Discuss  any  conflicts  with  any  adopted 
environmental  plans  and  goals  of  the  City  or 

Region,  if  applicable.  x 


(1)  Checklist  discussion  issues  are  derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines, 

Appendix  G,  Normally  Significant  Effect  and  Appendix  I Environmental 
Checklist  Form. 


The  proposed  expansion  of  the  existing  facility  may  be  consistent  with  the 
City  of  San  Francisco's  long-term  need  to  provide  adequate  jail  facilities  to 
serve  an  expanding  jail  population.  However,  the  plans  and  goals  of  the 
County  of  San  Mateo  and  Cities  of  San  Bruno  and  Pacifica  and  other  public 
agencies,  as  appropriate,  will  be  analyzed  in  the  EIR  to  determine  whether  the 
project  may  be  in  conflict  with  any  of  these. 


B . ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 


1)  Land  Use.  Could  the  project:  YES  NO  DISCUSSED 

(a)  Disrupt  or  divide  the  physical  arrangement 

of  an  established  community?  _X X 

(b)  Have  any  substantial  impact  upon  the 

existing  character  of  the  vicinity?  X X 

As  a reconfiguration  and  expansion  of  an  existing  use  within  the  boundaries  of 
an  existing  detention  facility  that  has  been  in  operation  for  approximately  60 
years,  the  project  could  not  disrupt  or  divide  the  physical  arrangement  of  an 
established  community.  The  replacement,  upgrading  and  expansion  would  be 
limited  to  the  site  and  would  not  intrude  into  adjoining  areas.  No  additional 
land  area  would  be  required;  therefore,  there  would  be  no  division  of  the 
existing  community. 

The  project  would  result  in  the  intensification  of  use  and  built  area  on  the 
site,  having  some  effect  on  the  character  of  the  site  and  local  vicinity. 
Impacts  on  the  character  of  the  local  area  will  be  addressed  in  the  EIR. 


2)  Visual  Quality.  Could  the  project: 


YES  NO  DISCUSSED 


(a)  Have  a substantial,  demonstrable  negative 

aesthetic  effect?  X X. 


(b)  Substantially  degrade  or  obstruct  any 
scenic  view  or  vista  now  observed  from 

public  areas?  X X 

(c)  Generate  obtrusive  light  or  glare 

substantially  impacting  other  properties?  X X 

There  is  a potential  that  existing  views  may  be  affected  by  the  project.  To 
address  visual  and  aesthetic  issues  the  EIR  will  provide  photographic  studies 
of  existing  views,  the  effects  of  the  proposed  project  on  these  views,  and  an 
analysis  of  the  potential  for  the  project  to  create  increased  intrusive  light 
and  glare.  The  EIR  will  provide  an  analysis  of  the  effects  of  the  proposed 
project  on  various  vantage  points  surrounding  the  project  site.  The  EIR  will 
include  photographic  views  of  the  proposed  project  from  the  perspective  of 
neighboring  residences,  and  the  nearby  recreation  area  of  Sweeney  Ridge. 
Changes  in  the  aesthetic  character  of  the  site  resulting  from  the 
intensification  of  built  area  proposed  in  the  Plan  will  be  evaluated  in  the 
EIR. 


3)  Population.  Could  the  project: 

(a)  Induce  substantial  growth  or  concentration 
of  population? 

(b)  Displace  a large  number  of  people 
(involving  either  housing  or  employment?) 

(c)  Create  a substantial  demand  for  additional 
housing  in  San  Francisco  or  substantially 
reduce  the  housing  supply? 


YES  NO  DISCUSSED 

_X X 

X X 


_X X 
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The  proposed  project  would  not  displace  any  existing  housing  or  commercial 
enterprises  and  therefore  would  not  displace  residents  or  employees. 
Approximately  200  new  long-term  jobs  would  be  created  as  a result  of  project 
operation,  as  well  as  some  number  of  short-term  construction-related  jobs. 
These  prospective  employees  would  consist  of  Bay  Area  residents  from  various 
communities  and  some  persons  relocating  to  the  area.  The  relatively  small 
number  of  future  employees  seeking  housing  would  likely  locate  in  a dispersed 
area,  and  could  be  accommodated  without  substantially  affecting  the  stock  of 
available  housing  in  San  Francisco,  San  Bruno,  Pacifica,  or  surrounding 
peninsula  and  Bay  Area  communities.  The  EIR  will  not  provide  further 
discussion  of  population,  housing  or  employment  issues  related  to  the  proposed 
project.  The  environmental  effects  of  the  proposed  increase  in  the  long-term 
controlled  inmate  population  on  the  site  will  be  analyzed  in  the  EIR  under 
impact-specific  topics  such  as  transportation  and  utilities/public  services. 


4)  Transportation/Circulation . Could  the  project: 

YES  NO  DISCUSSED 

(a)  Cause  an  increase  in  traffic  which  is 

substantial  in  relation  to  the  existing 
traffic  load  and  capacity  of  the  street 

system?  X X 


(b)  Interfere  with  existing  transportation 
systems,  causing  substantial  alterations 
to  circulation  patterns  or  major  traffic 
hazards?  X 

(c)  Cause  a substantial  increase  in  transit 

demand  which  cannot  be  accommodated  by 
existing  or  proposed  transit  capacity?  X 

(d)  Cause  a substantial  increase  in  parking 

demand  which  cannot  be  accommodated  by 
existing  parking  facilities?  X 


_X_ 


_X_ 


_X_ 


The  EIR  will  examine  existing  traffic  levels  and  the  capacity  of  existing 
roadways  in  relation  to  the  expected  increase  in  traffic  levels  that  would  be 
generated  by  the  proposed  project. 


The  EIR  will  specifically  analyze  existing  and  projected  Levels  of  Service 
(LOS)  for  area  intersections,  including  the  proposed  alternative  access 
option.  Where  there  is  the  potential  for  a significant  decrease  in  the 
service  level  of  intersections,  mitigation  measures  designed  to  alleviate 
traffic  congestion  will  be  developed  and  discussed.  The  LOS  analysis  will 
define  the  expected  capacity  of  the  existing  roadway  facilities.  Traffic 
safety  issues  will  also  be  addressed  in  the  EIR. 


Parking  facility  demand  and  supply  will  be  analyzed  in  the  EIR.  The  EIR  will 
detail  existing  facilities,  estimate  expected  demand  as  a result  of  the 
proposed  project  and  determine  whether  the  proposed  plans  provide  sufficient 
parking . 


(a) 

Increase  substantially  the  ambient  noise 
levels  for  adjoining  areas? 

YES  NO 
X 

DISCUSSED 

X 

(b) 

Violate  Title  24  Noise  Insulation 
standards,  if  applicable? 

X 

X 

(c) 

Be  substantially  impacted  by  existing 
noise  levels? 

X 

X 

The  EIR  will  quantify  existing  noise  levels  and  assess  the  potential  for 
increased  noise  levels  as  a result  of  the  proposed  project.  The  proposed 
project  may  result  in  increased  noise  from  an  expanded  shooting  range,  and 
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increased  traffic  and  construction  activities.  Noise  impacts  will  be  analyzed 
both  quantitatively  and  qualitatively  to  address  the  potential  for  noise 
disturbance  during  both  daytime  and  nighttime.  Project-related  noise  will  be 
compared  to  all  applicable  noise  standards  including  Title  24  and  the 
community  noise  level  equivalent  standard.  Effects  on  local  sensitive 
receptors,  i.e.,  nearby  residences  and  schools,  will  be  analyzed.  Noise 
abating  mitigation  measures  will  be  developed  in  the  EIR  analysis,  as 
appropriate . 


Air  Quality /Climate . Could  the  project: 

YES  NO 

DISCUSSED 

(a) 

Violate  any  ambient  air  quality  standard 
or  contribute  substantially  to  an  existing 
or  projected  air  quality  violation? 

X 

X 

(b) 

Expose  sensitive  receptors  to 
substantial  pollutant  concentrations? 

X 

X 

(c) 

Permeate  its  vicinity  with  objectionable 
odors? 

X 

X 

(d) 

Alter  wind,  moisture,  or  temperature 
(including  sun  shading  effects)  so  as  to 
substantially  affect  public  areas,  or 
change  the  climate  either  in  the  community 
or  region? 

X 

X 

The  EIR  will  quantify  project-related  air  emissions  and  compare  such  emissions 
to  local  and  regional  standards.  Project  and  cumulative  hydrocarbon  emissions 
will  be  quantified  using  a regional  emissions  model  (URBEMIS),  and  carbon 
monoxide  emissions  and  concentrations  analyzed  using  the  CALINE4  model. 
Potential  air  quality  impacts  to  schools  and  other  sensitive  receptors  will  be 
analyzed.  Point  source  emissions  such  as  boilers  and  the  proposed  co- 
generation and  laundry  facilities  will  also  be  addressed. 

Potential  odor  sources  from  the  proposed  project  may  be  significant.  Cooking, 
agricultural,  waste  system  or  laundry  odors  may  be  noticeable.  These 
potential  odor  issues  will  be  addressed  in  the  EIR. 


The  proposed  project  would  not  substantially  alter  wind,  moisture,  or 
temperature  conditions  in  the  area.  The  proposed  structures  are  not  large 
enough  to  substantially  alter  wind  patterns  or  cause  a wind  tunnel  effect. 
Given  the  scale  and  locations  of  proposed  buildings,  they  would  not  cast 
shadows  on  public  areas  or  cause  any  change  of  ambient  temperature  in  a public 
place.  The  project  does  not  include  buildings  or  paved  areas  in  sufficient 
volumes  to  alter  the  climate  in  the  community  or  region.  The  EIR  need  not 
contain  any  further  discussion  of  the  proposed  project  in  relation  to  ambient 
temperature  or  weather  conditions  on  the  site.  Analysis  in  the  EIR  regarding 
structure  mass  will  be  directed  toward  aesthetic  issues.  Analysis  in  the  EIR 
regarding  atmospheric  conditions  will  be  focused  on  mobile  and  point  source 
emissions  and  the  potential  for  these  sources  to  reduce  air  quality  locally 
and  region-wide. 


7)  Utilities/Public  Services.  Could  the  project:  YES  NO  DISCUSSED 

(a)  Breach  published  national,  state  or  local 
standards  relating  to  solid  waste  or  litter 

control?  X X 


(b)  Extend  a sewer  trunk  line  with  capacity 
to  serve  new  development? 


(c)  Substantially  increase  demand  for  schools, 
recreation  or  other  public  facilities? 
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YES  NO  DISCUSSION 


(d)  Require  major  expansion  of  power,  water, 

or  communications  facilities?  X X_ 


The  EIR  will  discuss  solid  waste  facilities  affected  by  the  proposed  project 
and  quantify  the  expected  effect  of  the  proposed  project  on  these  facilities. 

While  the  project  would  not  need  to  extend  its  wastewater  trunk  line  to  serve 
the  proposed  development,  upgrading  of  the  existing  sewer  system  is  proposed. 
The  EIR  will  evaluate  the  capacity  of  interceptors,  local  service  lines,  and 
the  treatment  plant  to  support  the  proposed  project.  The  abilities  of 
proposed  utility  upgrades,  including  sewer  lines,  to  serve  development  on  the 
site  beyond  that  proposed  will  be  addressed  in  the  EIR. 

The  proposed  project  is  not  expected  to  have  a significant  effect  on  school 
facilities  or  generate  a substantial  number  of  new  students  to  any  one  school 
facility.  This  determination  is  based  on  the  relatively  small  number  of  new 
jobs  that  are  expected  to  be  generated  by  the  jail  expansion,  and  the  fact 
that  families  with  new  students  would  likely  be  dispersed  throughout  the  San 
Francisco  Peninsula  and  not  significantly  affect  any  one  school  or  system  as  a 
whole.  The  EIR  will  not  contain  any  further  discussion  of  impacts  to  school 
facilities  in  terms  of  new  student  generation  resulting  from  the  proposed 
project.  Similarly,  usership  of  existing  park  and  recreation  facilities  in 
the  project  vicinity  would  not  be  substantially  affected  by  the  limited  and 
dispersed  population  increase  associated  with  project-related  employment.  The 
EIR  will  not  contain  further  discussion  of  effects  on  recreation  and  similar 
public  facilities. 


To  the  extent  schools  or  recreation  facilities  are  affected  by  project-related 
noise,  traffic,  visual  character,  these  issues  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR 
under  the  specific  impact  topics. 


8)  Biology.  Could  the  project: 

(a)  Substantially  affect  a rare  or  endangered 
species  of  animal  or  plant  or  the  habitat 
of  the  species? 

(b)  Substantially  diminish  habitat  for  fish, 
wildlife  or  plants,  or  interfere 
substantially  with  the  movement  of  any 
resident  or  migratory  fish  or  wildlife? 

(c)  Require  removal  of  substantial  numbers 
of  mature,  scenic  trees? 


YES  NO  DISCUSSED 
X X 


_X_ 


_x_ 


_x_ 


The  EIR  will  contain  discussion  and  analysis  of  the  potential  for  the  proposed 
project  to  affect  local  wildlife,  including  rare  or  endangered  species.  The 
California  Natural  Diversity  Data  Base  ( CNDDB ) maintained  by  the  California 
State  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  will  be  consulted  to  determine  if  there  are 
known  rare  or  endangered  species  on  the  site.  A site  reconnaissance  will  be 
conducted  in  order  to  prepare  a habitat  map  and  address  the  potential  effects 
to  wetlands  and  determine  if  there  is  any  need  for  further  permitting  or  for 
detailed  rare  or  endangered  species  surveys.  Permits  may  be  required  from  the 
United  States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  California  State  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game;  these  will  be  further  discussed  in  the  EIR. 


9)  Geo logy /Topography . Could  the  project: 

(a)  Expose  people  or  structures  to  major 
geologic  hazards  (slides,  subsidence, 
erosion,  and  liquefaction) . 

(b)  Change  substantially  the  topography  or 
any  unique  geologic  or  physical  features 
of  the  site? 


YES  NO  DISCUSSED 


X 


X 


X 


X_ 
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The  EIR  will  discuss  the  location  of  nearby  known  earthquake  faults  and  other 
relevant  and  available  geology  and  soils  reports.  The  potential  for  earth 
shaking  and  other  seismic  events  will  be  discussed  in  relation  to  applicable 
provisions  of  the  Seismic  Safety  Element  of  the  San  Mateo  County  General  Plan. 
The  EIR  will  specifically  address  soil  conditions  and  the  potential  for 
liquefaction  as  well  as  construction  methods  that  may  be  required. 

The  EIR  will  discuss  proposed  grading  plans  and  how  these  plans  relate  to  the 
potential  for  erosion,  destabilization  of  slopes,  as  well  as  potential  visual 
effects . 


Water . Could  the  project: 

YES  NO 

DISCUSSED 

(a) 

Substantially  degrade  water  quality  or 
contaminate  a public  water  supply? 

X 

X 

(b) 

Substantially  degrade  or  deplete  ground- 
water  resources,  or  interfere  substantially 
with  groundwater  recharge? 

X X 

X 

(c) 

Cause  substantial  flooding,  erosion,  or 
siltation? 

X 

X 

The  EIR  will  discuss  existing  drainage  patterns,  describe  receiving  waters, 
and  analyze  the  potential  for  flooding.  The  EIR  will  describe  all  relevant 
prior  investigations  of  drainage/hydrology  and  groundwater  conditions  for  the 
area.  The  potential  for  effects  to  drainage,  hydrology,  and  groundwater  as  a 
result  of  the  proposed  project  will  be  discussed.  The  analysis  will  include 
consideration  of  the  effects  of  erosion,  sedimentation,  added  nitrates, 
biological  oxygen  demand,  and  other  effects  of  runoff  from  the  site. 


The  effects  to  drainage  patterns  and  groundwater  recharge  from  increased 
impervious  surfaces  will  be  discussed.  The  proposed  project  does  not  include 
groundwater  wells  or  increased  pumping  of  groundwater;  therefore,  the  EIR  need 
not  discuss  depletion  of  groundwater  resources  as  a result  of  the  proposed 
project. 


11)  Enerqy/Natural  Resources.  Could  the  project:  YES  NO  DISCUSSED 


(a)  Encourage  activities  which  result  in  the 
use  of  large  amounts  of  fuel,  water,  or 

energy,  or  use  them  in  a wasteful  manner?  X X_ 

(b)  Have  a substantial  effect  on  the  potential 
use,  extraction,  or  depletion  of  a natural 

resource?  X X_ 


The  EIR  will  quantify  the  expected  energy  consumption  as  a result  of  the 
proposed  project  from  motor  vehicle  travel,  project  construction,  and 
operation  of  the  facility.  The  EIR  will  also  address  the  potential  for  energy 
savings  and  the  effect  of  air  emissions  from  the  proposed  co-generation 
facility.  This  analysis  will  be  conducted  in  conformance  with  Chapter  31  of 
the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  as  well  as  state  and  federal  energy 
guidelines . 


12)  Hazards . Could  the  project: 


YES  NO  DISCUSSED 


(a)  Create  a potential  public  health  hazard  or 
involve  the  use,  production  or  disposal  of 
materials  which  pose  a hazard  to  people  or 
animal  or  plant  populations  in  the  area 

affected?  X X 


(b)  Interfere  with  emergency  response  plans 
or  emergency  evacuation  plans? 


X 
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YES  NO  DISCUSSED 


(c)  Create  a potentially  substantial  fire 

hazard?  X X 


The  EIR  will  evaluate  the  potential  for  the  presence  of  underground  storage 
tanks,  soil  contamination,  and  other  hazards.  A preliminary  asbestos 
inspection  will  be  made  to  assess  the  need  for  further  analysis.  The 
potential  for  the  generation  of  hazardous  wastes  as  a result  of  project 
implementation  will  be  discussed,  as  well  as  the  storage  and  use  of  hazardous 
materials,  guns  and  ammunition  on  site. 

The  EIR  will  discuss  existing  police  and  fire  services  and  related 
infrastructure  serving  the  site.  The  adequacy  of  these  services  will  be 
addressed  in  relation  to  the  demands  of  the  proposed  project. 

13)  Cultural . Could  the  project:  YES  NO  DISCUSSED 

(a)  Disrupt  or  adversely  affect  a prehistoric 
or  historic  archaeological  site  or  a 
property  of  historical  or  cultural 
significance  to  a community  or  ethnic 
or  social  group;  or  a paleontological 
site  except  as  a part  of  a scientific 
study? 

(b)  Conflict  with  established  recreational, 
educational,  religious,  or  scientific 
uses  of  the  area? 


(c)  Conflict  with  the  preservation  of 

buildings  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
Article  10  or  Article  11  of  the  City 
Planning  Code? 

The  EIR  will  describe  the  potential  for  on-site  cultural,  historic,  or 
prehistoric  sites.  A systematic  walk-over  examination  of  the  site  will  be 
conducted  to  identify  surface  indicators  of  cultural  materials,  and  an 
archival  and  literature  search  of  relevant  known  information  will  be  done. 

As  an  expansion  of  an  existing  detention  facility,  the  project  would  not 
conflict  with  established  recreational,  educational,  religious  or  scientific 
uses  of  the  area.  This  item,  therefore,  requires  no  further  discussion  in  the 
EIR.  The  Sweeney  Ridge  portion  of  the  Golden  Gate  National  Recreation  Area 
and  Skyline  College  border  the  site  and  there  are  other  educational 
institutions  in  the  local  area.  Potential  changes  to  views  of  the  jail 
property  itself  and  possible  increases  in  ambient  noise  levels  will  be 
analyzed  in  the  visual  quality  and  noise  sections  of  the  EIR  as  they  affect 
these  uses. 

The  EIR  will  specifically  discuss  the  age  and  architectural  character  of 
structures  on  the  site  and  assess  the  potential  for  conflicts  with  the 
historic  preservation  of  architecturally  significant  resources. 


C . OTHER  YES  NO  N/A  DISCUSSED 

Require  approval  and/or  permits  from  city  departments 
other  than  Department  of  City  Planning  or  Bureau  of 
Building  Inspection,  or  from  regional,  state,  or 

federal  agencies?  x x 


The  EIR  will  discuss  project-related  permits  and  approvals,  and  the  affected 
permitting  and  responsible  agencies.  Specifically,  the  EIR  will  address  the 
need  for  any  permits  related  to  wetlands  alteration  or  reduction  that  may  be 
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required  by  the  United  States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  or  stream  bed 
alteration  permits  that  may  be  required  by  the  California  State  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game. 

D.  MITIGATION  MEASURES  YES 


1)  If  any  significant  effects  have  been 

identified,  are  there  ways  to  mitigate  them?  _X. 

2)  Are  all  mitigation  measures  identified 

above  included  in  the  project?  X 

The  EIR  will  evaluate  the  potential  for  significant  adverse  environmental 
impacts.  Where  the  effects  of  the  proposed  project  are  determined  to  have  a 
potentially  significant  adverse  environmental  effect.  Feasible  mitigation 
measures  responding  to  these  identified  effects  will  be  developed  and 
presented. 

Some  elements  of  the  proposed  project  are  designed  to  avoid  adverse 
environmental  effects.  These  elements  will  be  discussed  and  identified  in  the 
EIR  as  elements  of  the  proposed  project.  The  EIR  will  also  propose  additional 
mitigation  measures  to  be  implemented  as  part  of  the  proposed  project  where 
necessary  to  meet  the  requirements  of  CEQA. 

E.  ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatives  to  the  proposed  project  will  be  developed,  discussed,  and 
evaluated  in  the  EIR  and  will  include  the  following: 

The  No  Project  Alternative. 

Up  to  two  alternatives  designed  to  limit  identified  impacts  to  be 
defined  in  consultation  with  the  City  of  San  Francisco  Office  of 
Environmental  Review  staff.  These  alternatives  could  include  concepts 
for  mitigation  defined  in  the  environmental  analysis,  such  as  the 
feasibility  and  effectiveness  of  enclosing  the  proposed 
shooting/training  range. 

Up  to  two  alternative  sites.  An  evaluation  of  whether  alternative  sites 
for  the  proposed  expansion  portions  of  the  project  are  feasible  will  be 
provided.  Such  sites  may  include  expansion  at  the  existing  Hall  of 
Justice  site  or  building  new  facilities  at  an  alternative  location.  The 
feasibility  of  relocating  the  shooting/training  range  activity  will  also 
be  considered.  The  extent  to  which  utilization  of  other  sites  would 
mitigate  any  significant  environmental  impacts  would  be  discussed. 

F.  MANDATORY  FINDINGS  OF  SIGNIFICANCE  YES  NO  DISCUSSED 

1)  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  degrade 
the  quality  of  the  environment,  substantially 
reduce  the  habitat  of  a fish  or  wildlife 
species,  cause  a fish  or  wildlife  population  to 
drop  below  self-sustaining  levels,  threaten  to 
eliminate  a plant  or  animal  community,  reduce 
the  number  or  restrict  the  range  of  rare  or 
endangered  plants  or  animals,  or  eliminate 
important  examples  of  the  major  periods 
of  California  history  or  pre-history? 

2.  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to 

achieve  short-term,  to  the  disadvantage  of 
long-term,  environmental  goals? 


X X 


X X 


NO  N/A  DISCUSSED 

X 

__  __  X 
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YES  NO  DISCUSSED 


3.  Does  the  project  have  possible  environmental 
effects  which  are  individually  liimited,  but 
cumulatively  considerable.  (Analyze  in  the 
light  of  past  projects,  or  current 

projects,  and  probable  future  projects.)  X X 

4.  Would  the  project  cause  substantial  adverse 
affects  on  human  beings,  either  directly 

or  indirectly?  X X 

The  project  would  contribute  to  cumulative  development  impacts  in  San  Mateo 
County  and  the  City  of  San  Bruno,  primarily  in  the  areas  of  transportation  and 
air  quality.  Applicable  cumulative  impacts  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR.  The 
EIR  will  address  the  potential  for  adverse  environmental  effects  for  the  areas 
of  study  discussed  in  Section  B of  this  Initial  Study.  The  EIR  will  contain 
all  the  required  CEQA  sections  as  described  in  the  CEQA  Guidelines. 

G.  ON  THE  BASIS  OF  THIS  INITIAL  STUDY 


I find  the  proposed  project  COULD  NOT  have  a significant  effect  on  the 

environment,  and  a NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared  by  the 
Department  of  City  Planning. 

I find  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a significant 

effect  on  the  environment,  there  WILL  NOT  be  a significant  effect  in 

this  case  because  the  mitigation  measures,  numbers  , in  the 

discussion  have  been  included  as  part  of  the  proposed  project.  A 
NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared. 

X I find  that  the  proposed  project  MAY  have  a significant  effect  on  the 

environment,  and  an  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  is  required. 

j {^ZukauOL  tV- 

BARBARA  W.  SAHM 
Environmental  Review  Officer 
for 


LUCIAN  R.  BLAZE J 
Director  of  Planning 


DATE: 
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IV.  DISTRIBUTION  LIST 


FEDERAL  AGENCIES 


United  States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
United  States  Department  of  Transportation 
United  States  General  Services  Administration 

United  States  National  Park  Service  / Golden  Gate  National  Recreation  Area 


STATE  AGENCIES 

Department  of  Corrections 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
State  Clearinghouse 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


Department  of  Public  Works,  Bureau  of  Architecture,  Bureau  of  Engineering 
Real  Estate  Department 
Sheriff's  Department 
Water  Department 


OTHER  AGENCIES 


City  of  San  Bruno 

City  of  Pacifica 

County  of  San  Mateo 

Laguna  Salada  Union  School  District 

San  Mateo  Community  College  District 


LIBRARIES 

Pacifica  Library 
San  Bruno  Public  Library 
San  Francisco  Main  Library 
Skyline  College  Library 


ADJACENT  PROPERTY  OWNERS 

Akers,  Harold  T.  and  Nancy  J. 
Alyea,  Maria  L. 

Anthony,  Neil  C. 

Antonini,  John  B.  and  Maria  A. 
Arthur  C.  Zief  Jr.  Found.  Inc. 
Attard,  Charles  A. 

Aquilina,  Fred  A.  and  Ida 
Armstrong,  Louis  J.  Jr.  and  D. 
Azevedo,  Milton  R. 

Baronia,  Hipolito  M.  and  Loreta  T. 
Belli,  Raymond  and  Dianna 
Berzin,  William  and  Mary  E. 

Borg,  Raymond  and  Linda 
Boyle,  Gregory  L.  and  Maria  C. 
Briggs,  Nolan  and  Connie 
Brown,  Frank  E.  and  Peggy 
Butler,  Elmer  C.  Jr.  and  Judith  A. 
Cardoza,  George  Jr.  and  Frances 
Carneiro,  Gary  A.  and  Audrey  J. 
Carter,  William  C.  and  Hedwig  M. 
Cayard,  Pierre  F.  and  F.  A.  Trs . 
Chapman,  Harvey  K.  and  Pauline  J. 


/ Skyline  College 


Chin,  Gilbert  and  Sylvia 
Clevinger,  Holly  and  Elva  P. 

Cohen,  Charmaine 
Colburn,  Robert  W.  and  Nancy  C. 
Collins,  Gary  E.  and  Jolyne  K. 
Cook,  Frank  B.  and  Marilyn  J. 
Crawford,  Warren  D.  and  Ofelia  0. 
Davis,  Frank  and  Barbara  J. 

Dabney,  Walter  T.  and  Nancy  L. 

De  La  Riva,  Jim  and  Roxanne  A. 

De  Los  Reyes,  Rodrigo  and  Nilda  F. 
Demakas,  Nick  and  Vicki 
Dowell,  John  W.  and  Luzmaria 
Finney,  Kenneth  E.  and  Maxine 
Funk,  William  and  Jaonne  R. 
Gallegos,  Luis  and  Virginia 
Guion,  Robert  Jr.  and  Alene 
Gujral,  Gurdip  and  Harinder 
Grotz,  John  M.  Jr.  and  Virginia  I. 
Henderson,  James  S.  and  Valerie  A. 
Hinton,  Digna  P 

Hollingsworth,  Robert  A.  and  F. 


17 


Huf schmidt,  Ernest  W. 

Johnson,  Nathaniel  N.  and  Louise  M. 
Klarich,  Joseph  J.  and  Marie  S. 
Kreysa,  Lina 

Larsen,  Henrik  G.  and  Lupe  M. 

Leon  Guerrero,  Edward  J. 

Lesher,  Scott  and  Therese 
Leung,  Mee  Mee 
Lin,  James  H.  and  Min-Tzu 
Llamas,  Walter  P.  and  Diane  M. 
Losada,  Manual  and  Lorraine 
Lotti,  Robert  L.  and  Nancy  L. 

Lu,  Edward  Sze  and  Coral  Yang 
Lum,  Albert  Leo 

Maclaren,  Peter  A.  and  Judith  S. 
Madamba,  Jacinto  P.  and  Deonne  M. 
Marsaa,  Louis  Jean  and  Sara 
Mavroudis,  Milton  A. 

McCoy,  Raymond  L.  and  Betty  L. 
McGowan,  James  and  Nora 
Mejia,  Martha  A. 

Miller,  Phillip  E.  Jr.  and  Lisa  L. 
Miranda,  Elisabeth 
Morarity,  John  C.  Jr.  and  Carol 
Mui,  Grant  and  Kanjana 
Munday,  Michael  G. 

Negherbon,  David  E.  and  Joslyn  M.  K. 
Nevarez,  Hugolino  G.  and  Hazel 
Ng,  David  S. 


GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS 

Anderson,  Mary 
Ayers,  Albert  D. 

Benaducci,  Carlos  A. 

Benveniste,  Julius  and  Eloise 
Crosetti,  Joseph  and  Judith 
Flynn,  Michael  F. 

Gals tan,  Samuel  and  Marian 

Heinricher,  Mary  and  Hoffman,  Donald  J. 

Hemstock,  Vernann 

Jacobs,  George  and  Anett 

Livengood,  Carolyn 

Martinez,  Henry  and  Lilia 

McLoughlin,  William  and  Christine 

Saint  Vincent  de  Paul  Society 

Sabbadini,  T.D.  and  Rita 

Scholz,  Barbara 

Sliger,  Cecil  and  Margaret 

SPUR  - San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban 

Vercelli,  Donald  J. 

Zelnik,  Chuck 


MEDIA 

San  Francisco  Examiner 
San  Mateo  Times 


Nike,  Shiela  A. 

Otero,  Francisco  J.  and  Olga  G. 

Paik,  Dorothy  P. 

Postel,  Mitchell  and  Kristie 
Ramirez,  Alfredo  G. 

Rice,  Charles  H.  and  Nancy  L.  Trs . 
Selhorn,  Arthur  J.  and  Marcos, 
Barbara  J. 

Simmons,  William  M.  and  Martha  Ann 
Skoll,  Ronald  J.  and  Joan  M. 

Smith,  Robert  E.  and  Melba  L.  Trs. 

Squellati,  Steve 

Stein,  Johnny  B.  and  Joann  L. 

Strain,  Laura  Lei 
Tannous,  Fred  K.  and  Dawn 
Taylor,  Jayne  J. 

Triandos,  Ernest  and  Mary 
Washington,  Timothy  T.  and  Nancy  L. 
Wegner,  Maria 
Weiher,  Donald  R. 

Westside  Baptist  Church  of  South  San 
Francisco 

Wright,  Haywood  S.  and  Marcia 
Vosper,  Edward  H.  Jr.  and  Anne  M. 
Williams,  Coyle  R.  Jr.  and  Sadie  G. 
Willson,  John  C.  and  Dolores  A. 

You,  Robert  and  Diane 
Young,  Lillian  C.  Tr. 

Zamacona,  Henry  R.  and  Josephine 
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City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Department  of  City  Planning 


450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

November  13,  1992 


TO:  Public  Libraries  on  Distribution  List 

SUBJECT:  Circulation  and  Placement  of  Documents  in 

Library  for  Circulation  and  Reference, 

File  #92 . 558E;  San  Francisco  Co.  Jail  #3  Campus  Master  Plan 
(formerly  titled  San  Bruno  Jail  Facility  Master  Plan) 

Dear  Sir  or  Madam, 

Please  find  enclosed  copies  of  the  environmental  review  documents 
for  the  Master  Plan  proposed  by  the  San  Francisco  Sheriff's 
Department  for  the  San  Francisco  County  Jail  #3  Campus  located  in 
San  Mateo  County.  Per  our  previous  telephone  conversation,  we 
are  requesting  that  these  be  placed  in  your  library. 

We  have  found  in  San  Francisco  that  keeping  at  least  one  copy 
available  at  the  reference  desk  and  at  least  one  available  for  a 
two-  or  three-day  circulation  works  quite  well.  I have  provided 
two  or  three  copies  of  the  document.  If  they  prove  to  be 
insufficient,  please  contact  me  to  arrange  the  delivery  of 
additional  copies. 

In  the  near  future,  I will  be  sending  a copy  of  the  Master  Plan 
itself,  which  establishes  the  project  on  which  the  environmental 
review  is  based.  The  current  EIR  Requirement /Initial  Study 
document  will  be  followed  in  the  coming  months  by  copies  of  the 
Draft  EIR,  Draft  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses,  and  the  Final 
EIR.  We  would  appreciate  being  able  to  send  copies  of  these  to 
be  made  available  in  your  library  under  a similar  arrangement. 

Copies  have  been  sent  to  the  Skyline  College  Library,  the  San 
Bruno  and  Pacifica  Libraries,  and  will  be  available  for  review  at 
the  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Department  office  and  the  San 
Bruno  City  Hall. 

Thank  you  for  your  help  and  cooperation.  Please  call  me  at  558- 
6390  if  you  have  any  questions  or  would  like  to  further  discuss 
the  distribution  of  these  documents. 


John  Billovits 

Office  of  Environmental  Review 


DO^»  sftAETM-rq  DEPTo 

NOV  24  1992 

SAN  FRANCISCO 

PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


ADMINISTRATION  CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 

(415)558-6414  (415)558-6414 


PLANS  AND  PROGRAMS 
(415)  558-6264 


IMPLEMENTATION  / ZONING 
(415)  558-6377 


FAX:  558-6426 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Department  of  City  Planning 


450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


November  13,  1992 


ADDRESSEE:  Distribution  List,  Public  Agencies 

SUBJECT : 

NOTICE  OF  PREPARATION  of  a DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 
File  #92 . 558E  - San  Francisco  Co.  Jail  #3  Campus  Master  Plan 

(formerly  titled  San  Bruno  Jail  Facility  Master  Plan) 

Dear  Sir  or  Madam, 

The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  will  be  the  Lead  Agency  and 
will  prepare  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  for  this 
project.  The  project  description,  location  and  the  probable 
environmental  effects  to  be  analyzed  in  the  EIR  are  contained  in 
the  attached  Initial  Study. 

Although  many  of  the  public  agencies  receiving  this  Notice  of 
Preparation  do  not  have  approval  authority  or  natural  resource 
trustee  responsibilities  affected  by  the  project,  we  would  like 
your  input  in  the  scoping  of  the  environmental  analysis  based  on 
your  expertise  and  experience  in  the  local  area. 

If  your  agency  would  be  acting  as  a "responsible"  or  "trustee" 
agency,  we  need  to  know  the  views  of  your  agency  as  to  the  scope 
and  content  of  the  environmental  information  which  is  germane  to 
your  agency's  statutory  responsibilities  in  connection  with  the 
proposed  project.  Your  agency  may  need  to  use  the  EIR  prepared 
by  our  agency  when  considering  a permit  or  other  approval  for  the 
project,  or  may  have  responsibility  for  natural  resources 
affected  by  the  project. 

We  would  appreciate  your  response  at  the  earliest  possible  date. 
Due  to  the  time  limits  mandated  by  State  law,  we  must  receive 
your  response  no  later  than  December  16,  1992,  30  days  after 
receipt  of  this  notice. 

Please  send  your  response  to  me  at  the  address  shown  above. 
Sincf^r^lv . 


Reference:  California  Administrative  Code,  Title  14,  Sections 

15082(a),  15103,  15375. 


Office  of  Environmental  Review 
(415)  558-6390 


DOr'!  ,ua|Tcs  nppj; 

MOV  24  1992 


SAN  FRANCISCO 

PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


©MINISTRATION 
(415)  558-6414 


CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 
(415)  558-6414 


PLANS  AND  PROGRAMS 
(415)  558-6264 


IMPLEMENTATION /ZONING 
(415)  558-6377 


FAX:  558-6426 


FAX:  558-6409 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Department  of  City  Planning 


450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

November  13,  1992 


Distribution  List,  Individuals  and  Organizations 


SUBJECT:  Environmental  Impact  Report  Requirement 


File  #92 . 558E  - San  Francisco  Co.  Jail  #3  Campus  Master  Plan 
(formerly  titled  San  Bruno  Jail  Facility  Master  Plan) 

Dear  Sir  or  Madam, 


The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  will  be  the  Lead  Agency  and 
will  prepare  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  for  this 
project.  This  past  September  our  office  distributed  a 
Neighborhood  Notice  announcing  that  the  environmental  evaluation 
process  was  being  initiated.  The  distribution  of  this  Initial 
Study  represents  the  next  step  in  this  process . 


The  attached  Initial  Study  document  is  essentially  a scoping  tool 
used  to  identify  the  substantial  environmental  issues  needing 
further  analysis.  In  this  case,  the  Initial  Study  identified 
several  issues  needing  further  evaluation;  therefore,  an  EIR  will 
be  prepared  to  perform  this  function. 


The  concerns  raised  in  the  responses  we  received  to  the 
Neighborhood  Notice  have  been  folded  into  the  Initial  Study  and 
will  continue  to  be  considered  in  the  development  of  the  EIR.  If 
you  have  already  provided  us  with  comments  on  the  Neighborhood 
Notice  distributed  in  September,  you  do  not  need  to  repeat  those 
comments  again  at  this  time.  We  will  review  all  of  those 
previous  comments  in  the  preparation  of  the  EIR.  However,  if  you 
have  any  additional  or  new  comments  regarding  what  information 
should  be  included  in  the  EIR,  please  provide  us  with  your 
comments  by  December  16,  1992. 


When  completed  some  months  from  now,  the  Draft  EIR  (DEIR)  will 
contain  more  detailed  information  and  analysis  than  that 
presented  here  in  the  Initial  Study.  Distribution  of  the  DEIR 
will  be  followed  by  a public  comment  period  of  approximately  45 
days,  during  which  time  two  public  hearings  gathering  testimony 
on  the  document  will  be  held.  Formal  written  responses  to 
comments  on  the  DEIR  will  be  compiled  in  a Comments  and  Responses 
document,  and  appropriate  revisions  to  the  DEIR  will  be  proposed 
prior  to  certification  of  the  Final  EIR. 


If  you  have  questions  about  this  process  or  document,  please  feel 
free  to  call  me  at  558-6390. 


John  Bilrovits 
Office  of  Environmental  Review 


DOOl  SMCMfg 

NOV  24  1992 

SAN  FRANCISCO 

PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


ADMINISTRATION  CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION  PLANS  AND  PROGRAMS  IMPLEMENTATION  / ZONING 

(415)558-6414  (415)558-6414  (415)558-6264  (415)558-6377 


FAX:  558-6426 


FAX:  558-6409 


